-A210  620 


Center 

for 

Leadership 

Studies 


Q 

< 


Binghamton 

STATE  UNIVERSITY  OF  NEW  YORK 


,  f  £ 

I  5 


iLl_ 


lA>n 


•>  ( 


Personal  Attributes  as 
Predictors  of  Military  Leadership: 

A  Study  of  Midshipmen  Leaders  at  USNA 

Leanne  Atwater  and  Francis  J.  Yammarino 

ONR-TR-7 


h 


Report  Series 


Approved  to:  pucLic  releas9< 
D^oicunoa  Utdijsajtsd 


'7  31  19% 


Center  for  Leadership  Studies 


Director: 

Bernard  M,  Bass 

Distinguished  Professor  of  Management 

Fellows 

Bruce  J.  Avolio 

Associate  Professor  of  Management 

James  F.  Petras 

Professor  of  Sociology 

W.  Donald  Spangler 

Assistant  Professor  of  Management 

Donald  B.  Trow 

Professor  of  Sociology 

David  A.  Waldman 

Assistant  Professor  of  Management 

Francis  J.  Yammarino 

Assistant  Professor  of  Management 

Eduard  Ziegenhagen 

Associate  Professor  of  Political  Science 


Advisory  Council 

Juanita  Crabb 

Mayor,  City  of  Binghamton 

David  Eischell 

Director  of  Persoimel,  Maine-Endwell  Schools 
John  Forman 

Senior  Engineer,  IBM  (retired) 

Michael  Hastrich 

Manager,  Coming  Glass 

Peter  McGinn 

Vice  President  of  Human  Resources, 

United  Health  Services 

John  Pomeroy 

Chairman  of  the  Board,  Dover  Technologies 
George  Raymond 

Chairman  of  the  Board,  Raymond  Corporation 
John  Spencer 

Executive  Director,  United  Way 

Sister  Margaret  Tuley 

President,  Lourdes  Hospital 


Personal  Attributes  as 
Predictors  of  Military  Leadership: 

A  Study  of  Midshipmen  Leaders  at  USNA 

Leanne  Atwater  and  Francis  J.  Yammarino 

ONR-TIi-7 


»'•  * 
r  ‘ 


9f7 


Duimijuucn 


J 

it*' 


August  1,  1989 


5£CLRi’V  CLASSiF  CA^'0'‘'J  OF  THIS  FACE 


REPORT  DOCUMENTATION  PAGE 


Form  Approved 
0MB  NO  0704  0188 


!a  SEPO«T  StCijRITV  CLASSIFICATION 

Unclassi fied 


lb  RESTRICTIVE  VIARK'NGS 

N.  A. 


2a  security  CLASSiFiCAT'ON  AUTHORITY 

N  A 


2b  DECLASSIFICATION  '  DOWNGRADING  SCHEDULE 

N.  A. 


3  DiSTRISUTION  .  availability  of  report 

Approved  for  public  release; 
distribution  unlimited. 


a  performing  organization  report  NUMBER(S) 

ONR-TR-7 


5  MONITORING  ORGANIZATION  REPORT  NUMBER(5) 

Same 


6a  NAME  OF  PERFORMING  ORGANIZATION 

Center  for  Leadership  Studies 
SUNY  at  Binghamton  _ 


6b  OFFICE  SYMBOL 
(If  applicable) 


7a  NAME  OF  MONITORING  ORGANIZATION 

Office  of  Naval  Research 


6c  ADDRESS  ICity,  State,  and  ZIP  Code) 

Binghamton,  NY  13901 


7b  ADDRESS  <Gty,  State,  and  ZIP  Code) 

800  N.  Quincy  Street 
Arlington,  VA  22217-5000 


8a  NAME  OF  FUNDING /' SPONSORING 
ORGANIZATION 

Office  of  Naval  Technology 


8b  OFFICE  SYMBOL 
(If  applicable) 

Code  222 


9  PROCUREMENT  INSTRUMENT  IDENTIFICATION  NUMBER 

N00014-87-K-0434 


8c.  ADDRESS  (City,  State,  and  ZIP  Code) 

800  N.  Quincy  Street 
Arlington,  VA  22217-5000 


10  SOURCE  OF  FUNDING  NUMBERS 


PROGRAM 
ELEMENT  NO 

62233N 


PROJECT 

TASK 

WORK  UNIT 

NO 

NO 

ACCESSION  NO 

y4S33M20 

1 1  TITLE  (Include  Security  Classification) 

(U)  Personal  attributes  as  predictors  of  military  leadership:  A  study  of  midshipmen 
leaders  at  USNA _ _ _ _ 


12  personal  AUTHOR(S) 

Atwater,  L..  &  Yammarino.  F.  J 


13a  TYPE  OF  REPORT 

Tpchnical 


13b  TIME  COVERED  I 

FROM  87/04/01oa2/Q3/3j 


14.  DATE  OF  REPORT  (Year,  Month,  Day) 

August  1,  1989 _ 


15  PAGE  COUNT 
61 


16  SUPPLEMENTARY  NOTATION 

Supported  by  the  Office  of  the  Chief  of  Naval  Research  Manpower,  Personnel,  and  Training 
R  &  D  Program 


1  17  COSATI  CODES  | 

FIELD 

GROUP 

SUB-GROUP 

18  SUBJECT  TERMS  (Continue  on  reverse  if  necessary  and  identify  by  block  number) 

Personal  attributes;  Personality;  Thinking  styles; 
Psychological  types;  Interests;  Life  experiences; 


0  , 

(.continued  on  back) 


19  abstract  (Continue  on  reverse  if  necessary  and  identify  by  block  number) 

'  A  set  of  variables  assessing  personal  attributes  (e.g.,  personality,  thinking  style, 
psychological  type  [MBTI],  interests,  and  life  experiences)  were  investigated  as 
predictors  of  transformational  and  transactional  leadership  in  a  sample  of  107 
midshipmen  (focal)  leaders  at  the  U.S.  Naval  Academy.  The  midshipmen  leaders  provided] 
self-report  Information  on  the  personal  attributes.  Their  1235  plebe  subordinates 
and  the  midshipmen's  superiors  provided  ratings  of  the  focal  midshipmen's 
transformational  and  transactional  leadership.  Results  from  correlational  and 
regression  analyses  indicated  that  (1)  different  categories  of  personal  attributes 
were  generally  independent  of  one  another;  (2)  various  individual  interests, 
thinking  styles,  personality  traits,  and  experiences  were  predictive  of  transforma¬ 
tional  and  transactional  leadership  as  rated  by  subordinates  and  superiors;  and 

(3)  when  combined,  thinking  style  (two  measures),  personality  traits  (three  measures) 

_ (continued  on  backl 


20  DISTRIBUTION /AVAILABILITY  OF  ABSTRACT 

dUNCLASSIFIEO/UNLIMITEO  (3  SAME  AS  RPT  □  OTIC  USERS 


21  ABSTRACT  SECURITY  CLASSIFICATION 

Unclassified 


22a  NAME  OF  RESPONSIBLE  INDIVIDUAL 

John  J.  O' Hare 


22b  TELEPHONE  (Include  Area  Code) 

(202)  GS6-4502 _ 


22c  OFFICE  SYMBOL 

Code  11 42 PS 


DO  Form  1473,  JUN  86 


Previous  editions  are  obsolete 
S/N  0102-LF-014-6603 


SECURITY  CLASSIFICATION  OF  THIS  PAGE 


.1  jZ- 


SECURITV  CLASSIFICATION  OF  i-HlS  PAGE 


18.  (continued) 


Transformational  and  transactional  leadership,  USNA  midshipmen,  16PF, 
MBTI,  sen.  Varsity  sports,  Plebe  Summer 


psychological  type  (two  measures),  and  experience  (one  measure)  were 
predictive  of  transformational  and  transactional  leadership  of  focal 
midshipmen  as  rated  by  their  superiors  and  subordinates  (Multiple  Rs 
to  .572  for  four  equations). 


Accesion  For 

L„ - 

NTIS  CRA&I  *5 

DTIC  TAB  C 

Unannounced  C 

l.istificatton 

] 

Bv  _ 

Distribution  / 

Availability  Codes 

Special 


DO  Form  1473,  JUN  86  (Reverse) 


SECUFilTV  CLASbiFICATION  OF  I  hiS  PAGE 


August  1,  1989 


PERSONAL  ATTRIBUTES  AS  PREDICTORS  OF  MILITARY  LEADERSHIP: 
A  STUDY  OF  MIDSHIPMEN  LEADERS  AT  USNA 


Leanne  Atwater 

Department  of  Leadership  and 
United  States  Naval  Academy 


Francis  J.  Yammarino 
Law  Center  for  Leadership  Studies 

School  of  Management 

State  University  of  New  York  at  Binghamton 


This  report  was  prepared  under  the  Navy  Manpower,  Personnel,  and  Training 
R  &  D  Program  of  the  Office  of  the  Chief  of  Naval  Research  under  Contract 
N0001487K0434  to  B.M.  Bass  and  F.J.  Yammarino,  Co-Principal  Investigators. 
The  views  expressed  are  those  of  the  authors.  We  thank  Jose  Florendo  and 
Scott  Myers  for  their  assistance  on  this  project  and  David  Atwater  for  his 
helpful  comments  on  an  earlier  version  of  this  manuscript. 


2 


Abstract 

A  set  of  variables  assessing  personal  attributes  (e.g.,  personality, 
thinking  style,  psychological  type  [MBTI],  interests,  and  life  experiences) 
were  investigated  as  predictors  of  transformational  and  transactional 
leadership  in  a  sample  of  107  midshipmen  (focal)  leaders  at  the  U.S.  Naval 
Academy.  The  midshipmen  leaders  provided  self-report  information  on  the 
personal  attributes.  Their  1235  plebe  subordinates  and  the  midshipmen's 
superiors  provided  ratings  of  the  focal  midshipmen's  transformational  and 
transactional  leadership.  Results  from  correlational  and  regression 
analyses  indicated  that  (l)  different  categories  of  personal  attributes  were 
generally  independent  of  one  another;  (2)  various  individual  interests, 
thinking  styles,  personality  traits,  and  experiences  were  predictive  of 
transformational  and  transactional  leadership  as  rated  by  subordinates  and 
superiors;  and  (3)  when  combined,  thinking  style  (two  measures),  personality 
traits  (three  measures),  psychological  type  (two  measures),  and  experience 
(one  measure)  were  predictive  of  transformational  and  transactional 
leadership  of  focal  midshipmen  as  rated  by  their  superiors  and  subordinates 
(Multiple  Rs  =  .447  to  .572  for  four  equations). 


3 


PERSONAL  ATTRIBUTES  AS  PREDICTORS  OF  MILITARY  LEADERSHIP: 

A  STUDY  OF  MIDSHIPMEN  LEADERS  AT  USNA 

Backgrovind 

The  challenges  facing  the  U.  S.  armed  forces  in  terms  of  the  shrinking 
personnel  pool,  increasing  training  pipelines,  and  new  warfare  methods  make 
the  need  for  effective  military  leadership  more  important  than  ever.  The 
increasing  technology,  uncertainty  of  future  battlefields,  threats  of 
terrorism,  and  nuclear  and  chemical  warfare  require  military  leaders  to 
adapt,  think,  and  act  in  ways  to  meet  the  demands  of  highly  stressful, 
rapidly  changing  circumstances  (Hunt  &  Blair,  1985). 

Efforts  to  maximize  effective  leadership  can  take  one  of  two  basic 
avenues;  selection  or  training.  Historically,  training  has  received  the 
greatest  amount  of  attention.  Leaders  have  been  trained  to  behave  in  more 
effective  ways  as  a  ftmction  of  the  task  or  characteristics  of  their 
subordinates.  Fiedler  and  his  colleague's  have  had  some  success  training 
leaders  to  alter  situations  to  fit  their  leadership  style  (Fiedler  &  Mahar, 
1979).  Before  the  introduction  of  assessment  centers,  leader  selection 
received  surprisingly  little  attention  (see  Bass,  1981).  Assessment  centers 
have  achieved  some  success  in  predicting  managerial  success,  but  the  time 
and  energy  involved  in  using  this  method  prohibits  its  use  for  more  than  a 
small  number  of  job  applicants. 

Although  leadership  training  has  been  available  for  years,  many  believe 
that  no  amount  of  training  will  produce  "good  leaders"  if  the  individual 
being  trained  lacks  basic  leadership  potential.  Segal  (1985)  contends  that 
it  is  likely  that  a  large  part  of  an  individual's  leadership  potential 
refers  to  innate  attributes  which  are  brought  out  by  the  group  process  and 


which  are  not  uniformly  distributed  in  the  population.  Segal  (1985) 
believes  that  persons  with  basic  interpersonal  skills  that  comprise 
leadership  potential  can  be  taught  to  sharpen  those  skills  and  to  better 
understand  group  processes.  He  also  asserts  that  people  who  lack  the 
potential  will  not  become  effective  leaders  no  matter  how  smart  they  are, 
how  much  training  they  receive,  or  how  supportive  the  groups  are  that  they 
lead. 

Why  aren't  methods  available  to  select  individuals  with  leadership 
potential  to  become  future  military  officers?  There  are  two  probable 
reasons  to  explain  why  selection  has  received  little  attention  in  military 
or  industrial  leadership  research  (see  Bass,  1981).  The  first  stems  from 
the  research  done  in  the  1950s  and  1960s  trying  to  relate  personal  traits  to 
leadership.  In  general,  the  conclusions  reached  were  that  isolating  traits 
that  could  distinguish  effective  leaders  from  non-leaders,  or  effective 
leaders  from  poor  leaders  was  not  a  very  fruitful  endeavor.  Consequently, 
leadership  research  moved  into  other  areas  such  as  identifying  leadership 
behaviors  best  suited  for  various  jobs  and/or  types  of  subordinates.  The 
second  reason  is  the  lack  of  agreement  about  exactly  what  constitutes  "good 
leadership"  and  the  difficulties  encoxmtered  in  operationalizing  leadership. 
Before  predicting  who  will  become  leaders,  the  definition  and  measurement  of 
leadership  must  be  enhanced. 

Recent  reviews  (House  &  Baetz,  1979;  Lord,  DeVader,  &  Alliger,  1986) 
have  suggested  that  perhaps  "the  baby  was  thrown  out  with  the  bath  water" 
when  leader  traits  were  abandoned.  Weiss  and  Adler  (1984)  argue  that 
applied  research  in  the  area  of  personality  has  suffered  from  inadequate 
conceptual  development  as  well  as  poor  methodology.  They  suggest  that  the 
study  of  personality  in  organizational  research  was  dropped  prematurely. 


Instead  of  looking  for  consistent  effects,  attention  focused  too  heavily  on 
looking  for  large  effects.  For  instance,  Bass  (1981),  in  his  review  of  much 
of  the  leadership  trait  research,  concluded  that  intelligence, 
dependability,  aggressiveness,  and  adaptability  were  repeatedly  associated 
with  leader  style  and  effectiveness.  Similarly,  Lord  et  al.  (1986)  using 
validity  generalization,  summarized  the  data  from  two  earlier  reviews  and 
concluded  that  intelligence,  masculinity,  and  dominance  were  consistently 
related  to  leadership  perceptions.  House  and  Baetz  (1979)  suggested  that 
the  correlations  between  traits  and  leadership  were  quite  high  and  they 
encouraged  another  look  at  the  relationships  between  leader  traits  and 
leader  criteria. 

The  re-introduction  of  traits  or  other  individual  level  variables  as 
correlates  of  leadership  has  appeal  for  those  interested  in  selection, 
particularly  for  those  selecting  future  leaders  for  the  U.S.  military.  At 
the  present  time,  the  real  test  of  leadership  potential  is,  in  essence, 
"trial  by  fire."  An  individual  must  have  some  of  the  basic  ingredients  of  a 
leader  to  function  in  the  leadership  roles  to  which  all  officers  are 
assigned.  But  no  formal  mechanisms  exist  for  evaluating  "true"  leadership 
potential  nor  for  selecting  those  most  likely  to  succeed  as  leaders.  If 
leader  selection  were  improved,  not  only  would  the  mission  of  producing 
effective  officers  be  made  easier,  the  ultimate  goal  of  increasing  war¬ 
fighting  capabilities  would  also  improve. 

The  first  challenge  is  to  discover  what  the  military  identifies  as 
"good  leadership."  To  those  in  the  military,  leadership  and  management  are 
distinct  entities.  An  ideal  military  leader  is  envisioned  as  an  inspiring, 
dynamic,  heroic,  role-model;  an  individual  who  subordinates  would  follow  up 
a  hill  into  enemy  fire.  "Leaders  lead  people  and  managers  manage 
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activities"  (Schneider,  1989).  While  an  effective  CEO  probably  needs  as 
much  if  not  more  management  skills  than  s/he  needs  leadership  skills, 
management  skills  are  believed  to  be  less  important  to  a  military  leader, 
especially  in  wartime  (Meyer,  1980). 

The  conceptualization  of  leadership  most  consistent  with  the  military 
ideal  is  Bass'  (1985)  notion  of  transformational  leadership.  According  to 
Bass  (1985),  transformational  leaders  instill  in  followers  trust,  respect, 
and  a  willingness  to  perform  at  peak  levels.  They  encourage  followers  to 
believe  in  themselves  as  well  as  in  the  group's  mission.  Frequently, 
transformational  leaders  are  seen  as  heroic. 

In  contrast,  transactional  leadership  emphasizes  the  exchanges  that 
take  place  between  leaders  and  followers  (e.g.,  rewards  subordinates  will 
receive  for  certain  levels  of  performance).  Transactional  leaders  inform 
subordinates  about  what  needs  to  De  done  to  receive  rewards  and  what 
behaviors  will  result  in  punishment.  Transformational  leadership  is  an 
expansion  of  the  leadership  concept  which  builds  upon  a  transactional 
leadership  base,  using  both  transformational  and  transactional  behaviors  to 
achieve  maximum  unit  effectiveness.  Transformational  leaders  possess 
transactional  features  and  more  (Waldman,  Bass,  &  Yammarino,  1988). 

Consequently,  it  should  come  as  no  surprise  that  transformational 
leaders  are  more  effective  than  transactional  leaders.  This  has  been 
demonstrated  in  numerous  studies  (Bass,  1985;  Bass  &  Avolio,  1989;  Hater  & 
Bass,  1988)  including  a  study  of  Naval  Officers  in  the  surface  warfare 
community  (see  Yeimmarino  &  Bass,  1989).  It  follows  that  military 
effectiveness  could  be  enhanced  if  transformational  leadership  was  increased 
among  military  officers. 

There  is  considerable  evidence  that  leadership  skills  can  be  improved 
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by  training  (Bass,  1981).  But  another  fruitful  avenue  may  be  to  select 
individuals  with  personal  qualities  that  make  them  more  amenable  to 
leadership  training--individuals  with  leadership  potential.  Earlier  work 
with  Navy  leaders  .sessed  the  usefulness  of  the  variables  used  currently 
to  make  selection  decisions  for  admittance  to  the  U.  S.  Naval  Academy 
(USNA)  in  predicting  leadership.  These  results  indicated  that  the 
selection  variables  (i.e.,  SAT  scores,  engineering  and  science  interests, 
recommendations  from  high  school  officials,  extra  curricular  activities,  and 
high  school  rank),  while  good  predictors  of  academic  success,  were  unrelated 
to  transformational  or  transactional  leadership  behavior  at  the  Academy  or 
in  the  Navy  fleet  years  later  (see  Yammarino  &  Bass,  1989;  Atwater  & 
Yammarino,  1989). 

The  present  study  assessed  a  different  set  of  potential  predictors, 
namely,  measures  of  personal  attributes.  Specifically,  a  number  of 
variables  assessing  personality,  thinking  style,  psychological  types, 
interests,  and  life  experiences  were  investigated  as  possible  predictors  of 
transformational  and  transactional  leadership.  The  sample  studied  were 
midshipmen  leaders  at  the  U.  S.  Naval  Academy. 

Selecting  Potential  Predictors 

Midshipmen  at  the  Naval  Academy  are  subjected  to  many  tests  as 
applicants,  upon  admission,  and  throughout  their  four  years  of  training. 
Among  the  data  available  are  a  measure  of  personality  (Cattell's  Sixteen 
Personality  Factors  [16PF],  Cattell,  1950),  psychological  type  (Myers-Briggs 
Type  Indicator  [MBTI],  Myers  &  McCaulley,  1986),  vocational  interests 
(Strong-Campbell  Interest  Inventory  [SCII],  Campbell,  1974),  and  various 
USNA  performance  indicators  such  as  military  performance  grades  and  the 
number  of  varsity  sports  played  by  the  midshipmen.  These  measures  provide  a 
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wealth  of  information  about  personal  attributes  of  these  young  leaders.  The 
challenge  to  the  investigator  is  to  develop  research-based  hypotheses  about 
which  of  the  many  available  measures  are  the  most  likely  predictors  of 
leadership. 

Traits 

Research  suggests  that  intelligence  would  be  among  the  traits 
predictive  of  leadership  (Fiedler  &  Garcia,  1987;  Lord  et  al. ,  1986;  Bass, 
1981).  Lord  et  al.  (1986),  in  their  discussion  of  Mann's  (1959)  review, 
indicated  that  88%  of  the  studies  found  positive  relationships  between 
intelligence  and  leadership.  Also  likely  correlates  are  measures  of 
dominance  or  aggressiveness  (Bass,  1981)  and  warmth  or  people  orientation 
(Bass,  1985).  Bass  (1985)  suggests  that  social  or  affiliation  orientation 
would  be  more  likely  among  transactional  leaders  than  transformational 
leaders.  Transformational  leaders  may  be  more  power-oriented. 

In  a  military  environment,  self-discipline  and  conformity  would  also  be 
expected  to  be  associated  with  effective  leadership.  Leaders  must  set  an 
example  and  provide  a  role  model.  In  the  military,  a  role  model  must 
conform  to  numerous  rules  and  regulations.  Campbell  (1986)  found  U.  S.  Army 
generals  scored  higher  than  high  level  executives  on  conformity.  Singer  and 
Singer  (1986)  found  conformity  to  be  related  to  transformational  leadership 
among  "ideal  leaders"  as  reported  by  college  students. 

Psychological  Type  (MBTI) 

Psychological  type,  as  measured  by  the  Myers-Briggs  Type  Indicator 
(MBTI),  has  been  used  extensively  in  organizations,  primarily  as  an 
organizational  development  tool  designed  to  enable  managers  to  understand 
one  another  better.  Psychological  type  can  be  thought  of  as  a  quasi¬ 
personality  measure,  assessing  one's  preferences  for  methods  of: 
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(1)  collecting  information,  (2)  making  decisions,  (3)  relating  to  people, 
and  (4)  organizing  one's  life.  In  an  organizational  development  application 
of  MBTI,  managers  learn  about  their  own  type  as  well  as  the  types  of  those 
with  whom  they  interact.  Such  information  facilitates  understanding  of  why 
they  and  others  behave  as  they  do.  Based  on  the  type  descriptions  provided 
by  Myers  and  McCaulley  (1986),  it  was  hypothesized  that  three  of  the  four 
preference  types  would  be  related  to  leadership.  Relating  to  people 
(Extraversion/Introversion),  acquiring  information  (via  Senses/Intuition), 
and  making  decisions  (dominated  by  Thinking/Feeling)  were  expected  to  be 
relevant  to  leadership.  The  fourth  preference  for  means  of  organizing 
one's  life  (Judging/Perceiving)  was  not  expected  to  be  related  to 
leadership . 

Experience-Varsity  Sports 

Most  leadership  experts  would  agree  that  experiences  in  life  have  an 
impact  upon  leadership  development  (see  Bass,  1981).  Athletics  are  an 
activity  thought  by  many  military  officers  to  be  a  valuable  experience  for 
military  leaders.  Campbell  (1986)  found  general  officers  in  the  Army 
scored  high  on  athletic  interests  compared  to  national  norms  and  to  a  sample 
of  individuals  in  a  leadership  training  program.  Earlier  work  with  Naval 
Academy  midshipmen  suggested  that  playing  a  varsity  sport  was  related  to 
transformational  and  transactional  leadership  as  perceived  by  subordinates 
(Atwater  &  Yammarino,  1989).  It  has  been  suggested  that  playing  on  a 
varsity  team  served  as  leadership  training  because  team  members  learned 
cooperation,  teamwork,  and  positive  motivational  skills  (Atwater  & 

Yammarino,  1989).  It  was  hypothesized  that  this  experiential  variable  would 
operate  as  a  predictor  of  subsequent  leadership  performance. 


Vocational  Interests  (SCII) 


Previous  research  suggests  that  one's  vocational  interests  may  be 
predictive  of  leadership  success.  Nash  (1965)  reviewed  research  on  the 
vocational  interests  of  managers  and  found  that  managers  tend  to  be 
interested  in  verbal  and  persuasive  activities  and  that  they  have  a  strong 
interest  in  interacting  with  people,  especially  in  relationships  where  the 
manager  is  dominant.  Managers  also  prefer  activities  that  involve 
independent  thought,  initiative,  and  risk.  Campbell  (1986)  found  that 
leaders  tend  to  show  low  levels  of  interest  in  domestic  activities,  art, 
music,  and  nature;  and  high  levels  of  interest  in  adventure,  military, 
politics,  and  management.  It  was  hypothesized  that  interests  as  assessed  by 
the  SCII  would  be  related  to  leadership. 

Thinking  Styles  (CTI) 

Intelligence,  as  measured  traditionally,  is  an  excellent  predictor  of 
success  in  school,  but  has  little  or  nothing  to  do  with  who  will  earn  the 
most  money  or  prestige,  or  have  the  most  satisfying  relationships.  However, 
intelligence  defined  as  "common  sense"  may  be  more  important.  According  to 
Seymour  Epstein  at  the  University  of  Massachusetts,  "how  well  people  manage 
their  emotions  determines  how  effectively  they  can  use  their  intellectual 
ability... if  someone  is  facile  at  solving  problems  in  the  quiet  of  her 
office  but  falls  apart  in  a  group,  then  she  will  be  ineffective  in  a  great 
many  situations"  (New  York  Times,  April  5,  1988).  Dr.  Epstein  developed 
the  Constructive  Thinking  Inventory  (CTI)  which  measures  an  individual's 
ability  to  respond  effectively  to  life.  This  test  is  a  new  development  in 
assessing  constructive  and  "counter-productive"  thinking  skills.  Bass 
(1985)  indicates  that  while  transactional  and  transformational  leaders  may 
be  equally  intelligent,  transformational  leaders  are  expected  to  be  more 


proactive  and  creative.  The  present  study  used  the  CTI  in  an  exploratory 
analysis  to  assess  its  usefulness  as  a  predictor  of  transactional  and 
transformational  leadership. 
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Method 

Sample 

The  focal  leaders  in  this  study  were  99  male  and  eight  female 
midshipmen  at  USNA  selected  to  serve  as  Plebe  Summer  squad  leaders  during 
the  first  three  weeks  of  plebe  (freshman)  indoctrination.  Plebe  Summer 
squad  leaders  are  chosen  from  members  of  the  incoming  first  and  second  class 
midshipmen  (seniors  and  juniors)  on  the  basis  of  their  demonstrated 
performance  and  leadership  abilities.  They  spend  three  weeks  of  their 
sximmer  indoctrinating  the  incoming  plebes  into  life  at  USNA.  As  part  of  the 
indoctrination  process,  the  squad  leaders  teach  plebes  to  wear  uniforms, 
march,  salute,  deal  with  pressure,  and  become  members  of  the  U.  S.  Navy. 
Squad  leaders,  in  essence,  transform  civilians  into  members  of  a  highly 
regimented  military  culture. 

Each  squad  leader  is  in  charge  of  11  to  13  plebes.  The  squad  leaders 
spend  almost  all  of  their  time  during  the  assigned  three  weeks  with  the 
plebes.  The  plebes  assert  that  by  the  end  of  the  three  weeks  they  know 
their  squad  leader  very  well. 

The  plebes  (subordinates)  reporting  to  each  squad  leader  also  served  as 
participants  in  the  study.  The  subordinate  sample  consisted  of  1,235  plebes 
(89%  male)  who  completed  questionnaires  on  the  last  day  of  the  three-week 
indoctrination  period  about  their  squad  leaders'  leadership.  The  plebes 
then  rotated  into  a  new  plebe  summer  squad  with  an  entirely  new  group  of 
squad  leaders  to  complete  the  final  three-week  indoctrination  period.  The 
107  squad  leaders  then  either  left  USNA  for  their  summer  cruise  or  began 
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their  next  summer  assignment. 

Eleven  Company  Officers,  Navy  Lieutenants  or  Marine  Corps  Captains 
assigned  to  USNA  for  two  to  three  years,  in  charge  of  the  summer  squads  also 
participated  in  the  study.  They  completed  questionnaires  rating  the  squad 
leaders  in  their  company  on  leadership.  (Company  Officer  data  were 
incomplete  as  two  Company  Officers  failed  to  return  their  questionnaires.) 

Descriptive  information  was  obtained  from  members  of  each  participant 
group  and  can  be  summarized  as  follows; 

1.  The  squad  leaders'  ages  ranged  from  19  to  22.  Fifty  seven  percent 
were  about  to  enter  their  junior  (second  class)  year.  Seventy-four  percent 
of  the  squad  leaders  were  math,  science,  or  engineering  majors.  Twenty-six 
percent  were  humanities  or  social  science  majors.  Forty-two  percent 
indicated  that  their  first  choice  for  service  selection  would  be  air,  20% 
said  submarines,  15%  stated  surface,  12%  preferred  Marines,  and  11% 
responded  with  "other." 

2.  Plebes  were  generally  between  18  and  20  years  old;  only  4%  were 
over  20.  After  three  weeks  of  indoctrination,  96%  were  committed  to 
graduating  from  USNA. 

3.  Seventy-four  percent  of  the  Company  Officers  were  USNA  graduates. 
Fifty-two  percent  of  the  Company  Officers  had  known  the  midshipmen  they  were 
evaluating  before  they  became  plebe  summer  squad  leaders. 

Measures 

Traits.  The  16PF  was  developed  by  Raymond  B.  Cattell  in  1949  (Cattell, 
1950).  Since  that  time,  it  has  matured  into  one  of  the  most  important 
personality  assessment  instruments  available  to  behavioral  scientists.  The 
16PF  was  developed  via  factor  analysis  of  hundreds  of  traits  and  was 
finally  revised  to  include  what  Cattell  believed  were  the  16  core  dimensions 


of  personality.  The  16PF  is  typically  used  to  measure  personality  traits  in 
normal  populations,  unlike  an  instrument  such  as  the  Minnesota  Multiphasic 
Personality  Inventory  (MMPI)  which  is  usually  used  to  assess  abnormalities. 

The  16PF  is  administered  to  all  midshipmen  during  their  first  week  at 
USNA.  It  is  scored  on  10-point  bi-polar  adjective  scales.  The  sixteen 
personality  traits  measured  include:  warmth,  intelligence,  emotional 
stability,  dominance,  impulsiveness,  conformity,  boldness,  sensitivity, 
suspiciousness,  imagination,  shrewdness,  insecurity,  radicalism,  self- 
sufficiency,  self-discipline,  and  tension.  Based  upon  the  descriptions  of 
the  16  traits  given  by  Krug  (1981),  five  traits  were  selected  as  likely 
predictors  of  leadership; 

Warmth  -  Personable  and  easy  to  get  along  with.  Persons  scoring  high 
on  this  trait  are  often  more  satisfied  in  occupations  where  interpersonal 
contact  is  a  critical  feature.  This  trait  is  an  indicator  of  "people- 
orientation." 

Intelligence  -  A  rough  measure  of  intellectual  functioning.  Although 
the  population  at  the  Naval  Academy  (M  =  7.4,  SD  =  1.5,  range  =5)  is 
certainly  not  representative  of  intelligence  found  in  the  general  population 
(M  =  5),  there  is  sufficient  variation  in  this  measure  for  the  current 
study.  While  indications  from  previous  work  were  that  aptitude  as  measured 
by  SAT  scores  were  not  predictive  of  leadership  (see  Atwater  &  Yammarino, 
1989;  Yammarino  &  Bass,  1989),  the  literature  suggests  that  intelligence  is 
a  consistent  correlate  of  leadership  (Lord  et  al.,  1986). 

Boldness  -  High  scoring  individuals  are  adventurous,  bold,  and 
energetic.  Karson  and  O'Dell  (1976)  have  called  this  the  "Errol  Flynn" 
factor.  These  individuals  enjoy  being  the  focus  of  attention  in  a  group 
and  are  quick  decision  makers.  Competitive  athletes  score  significantly 
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above  average  on  this  dimension.  This  measure  was  selected  instead  of 
dominance  as  it  appeared  in  the  description  to  be  more  directly  linked  to 
leadership.  The  dominance  trait  was  described  as  aggressive,  directive, 
forceful  with  others,  and  preferring  their  own  way. 

Self-discipline  -  Self-discipline  was  chosen  as  a  potential  predictor 
because  of  its  relevance  to  leadership  positions  in  the  highly  regimented, 
highly  structured  environment  of  USNA.  It  is  a  measure  of  control  over 
emotions  and  behavior  and  being  organized  and  neat.  These  are  all  features 
thought  to  be  advantageous  to  success  as  a  midshipman  at  USNA. 

Conformity  -  Individuals  who  score  high  on  this  scale  tend  to  be 
persistent,  respectful  of  authority,  and  good  at  following  the  rules. 
Military  cadets  tend  to  score  above  average  (Karson  &  O'Dell,  1974).  This 
is  a  characteristic  also  likely  to  be  very  important  to  success  as  a 
midshipman  at  USNA. 

The  imaginative  personality  factor  was  believed  to  be  a  predictor  of 
transformational  leadership,  but  it  was  not  included  in  analyses  because  as 
measured  by  the  16PF,  this  trait  is  described  as  "the  absent-minded 
professor  factor."  It  does  not  measure  imagination  in  the  visionary, 
creative  sense.  Emotional  stability  as  a  personality  trait  measured  by  the 
16PF  also  was  excluded  because  its  description  was  a  very  clinical  one.  It 
measures  one's  ability  to  stick  with  a  task  and  not  become  easily 
distracted.  Emotional  coping,  a  component  of  the  CTI  (described  below), 
measured  emotional  stability  in  a  more  appropriate  way. 

Psychological  Type.  The  Myers-Briggs  Type  Indicator  (MBTI)  was 
administered  to  each  midshipmen  leader  in  his/her  third-class  (sophomore) 
year.  The  MBTI  measures  preferences  in  the  following  areas  (see  Myers  & 
McCaulley,  1986  for  details); 
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Extraversion/Introversion  (E/l)  -  The  first  preference  concerns  how 
the  individual  relates  to  the  world;  i.e.,  whether  s/he  is  primarily 
internally  oriented  (introverted)  or  oriented  toward  others  (extraverted) . 

Sensing/Intuiting  (S/N)  -  The  second  preference  concerns  the  way  in 
which  an  individual  collects  data  for  decision-making.  Sensing  types  take 
in  data  via  the  senses  while  intuitives  focus  on  future  possibilities  and 
see  beyond  that  which  is  immediately  available. 

Thinking/Feeling  (T/F)  -  This  scale  concerns  an  individual's 
orientation  toward  making  decisions.  Thinking  types  make  logical  decisions 
based  on  objective  facts  while  feeling  types  base  judgments  and  decisions  on 
personal  values  and  other  people's  feelings. 

Judging/Perceiving  (J/P)  -  This  is  an  individual's  preference  for 
lifestyle.  Judging  types  like  a  planned  organized  approach  to  life  and  tend 
to  want  things  settled  and  decided.  Perceiving  types  are  adaptable, 
flexible,  and  like  to  stay  open  to  new  experiences. 

Two  of  the  preferences  were  expected  to  be  predictive  of  leadership; 
extraversion  and  feeling.  No  directional  hypothesis  regarding  sensing 
versus  intuiting  was  formulated  as  both  types  could  be  leadership-oriented. 
It  was  believed  that  the  preferences  related  to  decision-making 
(thinking/feeling  and  sensing/intuiting)  would  be  the  most  directly  related 
to  leadership.  These  scales  were  scored  "two"  for  E,S,T,  or  J,  and  "one" 
for  I,N,F,  or  P. 

Experience-Varsity  Sports.  A  predictor  was  included  which  indicated 
the  level  of  a  midshipman's  involvement  in  varsity  sports  while  at  USNA. 

This  measure  was  the  number  of  varsity  sports  the  midshipman  had  played 
averaged  across  semesters.  If  the  midshipman  played  two  varsity  sports  each 
of  six  semesters,  the  score  was  two.  Forty- three  percent  of  the  midshipmen 
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squad  leaders  had  engaged  in  varsity  sports. 

Vocational  Interests.  The  Strong-Campbell  Interest  Inventory  (SCII)  is 
completed  by  all  applicants  to  USNA  as  part  of  their  admission  application. 
The  inventory  consists  of  325  items  which  are  divided  into  seven  parts. 

Five  of  the  parts  measure  likes  and  dislikes  of  various  occupations,  school 
subjects,  activities,  amusements  and  types  of  people.  The  scale  for  these 
five  parts  is  a  three-point  format:  like,  indifferent,  dislike.  The  sixth 
part  measures  preferences  between  a  given  pair  of  activities  (e.g.,  airline 
pilot  or  airline  ticket  agent).  The  seventh  part  asks  the  subject  to 
describe  his/her  own  characteristics  (e.g.,  "usually  start  activities  of  my 
group") . 

Researchers  at  the  Navy  Personnel  Research  and  Development  Center 
(NPRDC)  have  used  SCII  items  to  create  a  career  interest  scale  which 
predicts  career  tenure  and  is  related  to  persistence  at  USNA  (Alf,  Neumann, 

&  Matson,  1988).  While  these  scales  were  unrelated  to  transactional  or 
transformational  leadership  at  USNA  or  in  the  fleet  (see  Atwater  & 

Yammarino,  1989;  Yammarino  &  Bass,  1989),  it  was  of  interest  in  this  study 
to  determine  whether  any  of  the  325  individual  items  on  the  SCII  were 
correlated  with  leadership.  On  the  basis  of  item  content  analysis  by  judges 
knowledgeable  about  leadership,  58  items  were  hypothesized  to  be  related  to 
leadership  (see  results  below). 

Thinking  Style.  Epstein's  Constructive  Thinking  Inventory  (CTI)  was 
administered  to  the  midshipmen  leaders  in  groups,  approximately  six  months 
after  their  duties  as  plebe  summer  squad  leader  had  been  completed.  They 
completed  the  instrument  before  being  debriefed  on  the  preliminary  results 
of  the  study.  The  CTI  scales  (Epstein  &  Meier,  undated)  were  derived  from 
a  factor  analysis  of  items  that  sampled  people's  everyday  constructive  and 
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counter-productive  thinking.  The  six  scales  measured  by  the  CTI  are 
described  below. 

1.  Emotional  Coping  is  made  up  of  nine  items  such  as:  "I  worry  a  great 
deal  about  what  other  people  think  of  me";  "when  unpleasant  things  happen  to 
me,  I  don't  let  them  prey  on  my  mind";  "I  tend  to  take  things  personally" 
(reverse  scored);  and  "it  bothers  me  when  anyone  doesn't  like  me"  (reverse 
scored).  Epstein  and  Meier  (undated)  report  that  those  who  score  high  on 
emotional  coping  are  self-accepting  and  tend  not  to  overreact  to  unfavorable 
experiences . 

2.  Behavioral  Coping  contains  12  items  such  as:  "I  am  the  kind  of 
person  who  takes  action  rather  than  just  thinks  or  complains  about  a 
situation";  "I  look  at  challenges  not  as  something  to  fear,  but  as  an 
opportunity  to  test  myself  and  learn";  and  "when  faced  with  upcoming 
events,  I  usually  carefully  think  through  how  I  will  deal  with  them." 

Epstein  and  Meier  (undated)  suggest  that  people  high  on  behavioral  coping 
are  action-oriented,  optimistic,  and  do  not  dwell  on  past  injuries. 

3.  Categorical  Thinking  contains  12  items  that  refer  to  thinking  in 
extreme,  rigid,  judgmental  ways,  and  being  intolerant  of  others.  Items  in 
this  scale  include:  "If  I  do  poorly  on  an  important  test,  I  feel  like  a 
total  failure  and  that  I  won't  go  very  far  in  life";  and  "there  are 
basically  two  kinds  of  people  in  this  world;  good  and  bad." 

4.  Superstitious  Tliinking  contains  nine  items  such  as:  "I  believe  if  I 
think  terrible  thoughts  about  someone,  it  can  affect  that  person's  well¬ 
being";  and  "I  believe  in  not  taking  any  chances  on  Friday  the  13th." 

5.  Naive  Optimism  is  a  measure  of  counter-productive  thinking,  which 
includes  seven  items  that  refer  to  grossly  overgeneralizing  from  positive 
events.  Items  include:  "I  think  everyone  should  love  their  parents";  and  "I 


18 


believe  people  can  accomplish  anything  they  want  to  if  they  have  enough 
willpower. " 

6.  Negative  Thinking  is  predominantly  a  "doom  and  gloom"  scale.  The 
10  items  include:  "When  I  am  faced  with  a  new  situation,  I  tend  to  think 
the  worst  possible  outcome  will  happen";  and  "my  mind  sometimes  drifts  to 
unpleasant  events  from  the  past," 

The  response  scale  for  the  CTI  is:  1  =  definitely  false,  2  =  mostly 
false,  3  =  neither  true  nor  false,  4  =  mostly  true,  and  5  =  definitely  true. 
High  scores  indicate  the  use  of  that  type  of  thinking  style  by  an 
individual.  While  not  correlated  with  traditional  measures  of  IQ  or 
academic  achievement,  CTI  scales  correlate  with  success  in  living,  success 
in  work,  success  in  social  relationships  and  emotional  well-being  (see 
Epstein  &  Meier,  undated).  Emotional  coping  and  behavioral  coping  were 
expected  to  be  the  most  likely  predictors  of  leadership. 

Leadership  Measures.  The  leadership  data  were  collected  at  the  end  of 
the  third  week  of  Plebe  Summer  in  August  of  1988.  A  version  of  the 
Multifactor  Leadership  Questionnaire  (MLQ),  described  in  detail  by  Bass 
(1985)  and  Bass  and  Avolio  (1989),  was  modified  slightly  for  this 
population.  Squad  leaders  (focal  leaders)  completed  questionnaires 
primarily  describing  their  perceptions  of  their  own  leadership  behavior. 
Plebes  completed  a  subordinate  form  of  the  questionnaire  about  their  squad 
leader  at  the  end  of  the  first  three-week  indoctrination  period,  immediately 
after  their  squad  leader  had  left  USNA  for  summer  cruise.  Company  Officers 
filled  out  leadership  questionnaires  describing  the  leader  behavior  of  the 
squad  leaders  of  whom  they  were  in  charge.  Respondents  completing  the 
questionnaires  indicated  the  frequency  of  various  leadership  behaviors 
observed  (or  in  the  case  of  self  assessments,  performed).  Items  were  rated 
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on  five-point  format  ranging  from  0  =  "not  at  all"  to  4  =  "frequently  if  not 
always."  Some  items  also  asked  for  the  respondents'  reactions  to  the  focal 
leader  and  were  rated  on  the  same  frequency  scale. 

Nine  leadership  scales  were  formed  by  averaging  the  responses  to  the 
items  using  the  procedure  described  by  Yammarino  and  Bass  (1989).  The 
transformational  leadership  scales  and  a  sample  item  from  each  scale 
(subordinate  form)  were: 

1.  Charisma  -  (6  items)  -  I  am  ready  to  trust  him/her  to  overcome  any 
obstacle. 

2.  Individualized  Consideration  -  (6  items)  -  Gives  personal  attention  to 
me  when  necessary. 

3.  Intellectual  Stimulation  -  (6  items)  -  Shows  me  how  to  think  about 
problems  in  new  ways. 

4.  Inspirational  Leadership  -  (6  items)  -  Provides  vision  of  what  lies 
ahead . 

The  transactional  leadership  scales  and  a  sample  item  from  each  scale 

were: 

5.  Contingent  Promises  -  (3  items)  -  Talks  about  special  rewards  for  good 
work. 

6.  Contingent  Rewards  -  (3  items)  -  Personally  pays  me  a  compliment  when  I 
do  good  work. 

7.  Management  by  Exception  -  Active  -  (4  items)  -  Would  reprimand  me  if  my 
work  was  below  standard. 

8.  Management  by  Exception  -  Passive  -  (4  items)  -  Shows  he/ she  is  a  firm 
believer  in  "if  it  ain't  broken  don't  fix  it." 

The  non- leadership  scale  and  a  sample  item  was: 

9.  Laissez-Faire  -  (6  items)  -  However  I  do  my  job  is  OK  with  him/her. 
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Results 

Correlational  Results 

Intercorrelations  among  the  thinking  styles  scales  (CTI)  are  presented 
in  Table  1.  Many  of  the  scales  were  correlated.  The  intercorrelations  were 
very  similar  to  those  found  by  Epstein  and  Meier  (undated),  however,  the 
significant  positive  correlation  between  naive  optimism  and  behavioral 
coping  and  significant  negative  correlation  between  naive  optimism  and 
categorical  thinking  found  in  this  study  were  not  significant  in  the  Epstein 
and  Meier  studies. 


Insert  Table  1  about  here 


Intercorrelations  of  the  personality  variables  (16PF)  are  presented  in 
Table  2.  As  expected,  there  were  a  number  of  significant  correlations,  most 
in  the  .2  to  .3  range.  Of  the  five  variables  considered  as  potential 
predictors  of  leadership,  the  correlation  between  boldness  and  warmth  (.29), 
boldness  and  self-discipline  (.29),  and  self-discipline  and  conformity  (.43) 
were  significant. 


Insert  Table  2  about  here 


The  intercorrelations  of  the  MBTI  scales  are  presented  in  Table  3.  The 
only  significant  correlation  was  between  S/N  and  J/P  (.38),  indicating  that 
sensing  types  tend  also  to  be  judging  types. 


Insert  Table  3  about  here 
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Correlations  between  MBTI  scales  and  the  thinking  styles  scales  (CTI) 
are  presented  in  Table  4.  The  majority  of  the  correlations  were  not 
significant  with  the  exception  of  E/I  with  behavioral  coping,  superstitious 
thinking  and  negative  thinking.  The  correlations  suggest  that  extraverts 
tend  to  score  higher  on  behavioral  coping  and  lower  on  superstitious  and 
negative  thinking.  T/F  correlates  positively  with  emotional  copings 
thinking  types  score  higher  on  emotional  coping  than  feeling  types. 


Insert  Table  4  about  here 


Correlations  among  the  personality  variables  and  the  thinking  styles 
(CTI)  and  MBTI  scales  are  presented  in  Table  5.  Noteworthy  are  the 
positive  correlations  of  boldness  with  emotional  and  behavioral  coping  and 
the  negative  correlation  of  this  trait  with  superstitious,  negative,  and 
categorical  thinking.  Self-discipline  also  correlated  positively  with 
constructive  thinking  and  negatively  with  counter-productive  thinking.  The 
largest  correlations  among  personality  and  MBTI  scales  were  those  between 
E/I  and  warmth  (.33)  and  between  E/I  and  boldness  (.36).  Extraverts  tended 
to  be  both  warm  and  bold  or  adventurous. 


Insert  Table  5  about  here 


The  correlations  between  the  thinking  styles  (CTI),  personality,  and 
MBTI  scales  with  the  average  number  of  varsity  sports  played  per  semester 
are  presented  in  Table  6.  The  number  of  varsity  sports  played  correlated 
positively  with  behavioral  coping  and  negatively  with  superstitious 
thinking  and  conformity. 


Insert  Table  6  about  here 


Intercorrelations  among  the  leadership  scales  as  perceived  by 
subordinates  and  superiors  are  presented  in  Table  7.  The  intercorrelations 
among  the  measures  of  transformational  leadership  ranged  from  .76  to  .88  for 
subordinates  and  from  .51  to  .80  for  superiors.  The  intercorrelations  among 
the  transactional  scales  had  a  greater  range  for  superiors  and  subordinates. 
In  general,  the  pattern  of  correlations  among  the  transformational, 
transactional,  and  non- leadership  scales  were  compatible  with  prior  work 
(Bass,  1985;  Bass  &  Avolio,  1989;  Yammarino  &  Bass,  1989). 


Insert  Table  7  about  here 


Combined  Scales  Correlational  Results 

For  the  purposes  of  the  correlation  and  regression  analyses  which 
follow,  the  transformational  and  transactional  subscales  were  combined  into 
two  overall  measures  of  transformational  and  transactional  leadership  for 
each  rater  group.  Transformational  leadership  was  created  by  averaging  the 
four  subscales  of  charisma,  individualized  consideration,  intellectual 
stimulation,  and  inspirational  leadership  for  subordinates  and  for 
superiors.  Transactional  leadership  was  created  by  averaging  two  subscales, 
contingent  rewards  and  contingent  promises,  which  correlated  .74  for 
subordinates  and  .59  for  superiors.  Because  the  management-by-exception 
scales  did  not  correlate  consistently  with  the  contingent  reward  and 
contingent  promises  scales,  the  management-by-exception  scales  were  not 


included  in  the  combined  transactional  scale.  Laissez-faire  was  excluded 
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from  further  analyses  because  it  represents  the  most  inactive  form  of  (non-) 
leadership  (Bass,  1981,  1985). 

The  correlation  between  subordinate  and  superior  perceptions  of 
leadership  for  the  combined  transformational  scale  was  .35.  The  correlation 
between  subordinate  and  superior  perceptions  for  the  combined  transactional 
scale  was  .24.  Both  correlations  were  statistically  significant  (p<.05). 

Correlations  between  the  previously  hypothesized  58  items  from  the  SCII 
and  the  combined  leadership  scales  based  on  subordinate  and  superior 
perceptions  are  presented  in  Table  8.  A  number  of  the  correlations  were 
significant.  For  a  number  of  the  items,  however,  there  was  virtually  no 
variance;  i.e.,  85%  or  more  of  the  sample  endorsed  only  one  of  the 
alternative  responses  for  that  item.  Of  the  49  SCII  items  which  had 
sufficient  variability  to  yield  meaningful  correlations,  24  correlated  with 
leadership  as  perceived  by  subordinates  and/or  superiors.  For  items  1 
through  278,  a  negative  correlation  means  that  "liking"  for  the  interest  is 
associated  with  the  presence  of  leadership.  The  positive  correlation  for 
item  287  suggests  that  higher  scores  on  leadership  as  rated  by  subordinates 
are  associated  with  the  focal  leaders  preferring  to  "tell  somebody  else  to 
do  the  job"  rather  than  "doing  the  job  themselves."  For  personal 
characteristics,  negative  correlations  indicate  endorsement  of  the 
characteristic.  For  example,  individuals  seen  as  more  transactional  and 
transformational  by  superiors  are  more  likely  to  say  that  they  "usually 
start  activities  of  their  group."  Individuals  who  scored  higher  on  the 
leadership  scales  as  seen  by  subordinates  feel  less  likely  to  "win  friends 
easily"  than  those  who  were  rated  lower  on  leadership.  These  correlations 
based  on  SCII  items  suggest  that  it  may  be  worthwhile  to  pursue  the 
development  of  SCII  scales  to  predict  leadership.  With  additional  data. 


scales  could  be  developed  which  differentiate  highly  transformational 
leaders  from  non- leaders.  The  small  sample  size  in  this  study,  however, 
precluded  this  type  of  scale  development. 


Insert  Table  8  about  here 


Correlations  among  the  predictor  variables  (thinking  style,  personality 
traits,  psychological  type,  and  experience)  and  leadership  as  rated  by 
superiors  and  subordinates  are  presented  in  Table  9.  Subordinates' 
perceptions  of  focal  midshipmen's  transformational  and  transactional 
leadership  were  associated  with  emotional  coping,  intelligence, 
thinking/feeling,  and  varsity  sports.  Those  scoring  higher  on  leadership  as 
perceived  by  subordinates  tend  to  be  more  intelligent  and  feeling  types  who 
make  decisions  based  on  people's  feelings.  They  also  were  likely  to  have 
had  more  involvement  in  varsity  sports.  The  negative  correlation  between 
emotional  coping  and  leadership  was  not  in  the  expected  direction.  Closer 
examination  of  the  content  of  the  items  on  the  emotional  coping  scale 
revealed  an  insensitivity  to  what  others  think  as  a  dominant  theme.  While, 
in  general,  this  characteristic  may  help  individuals  deal  with  criticism  and 
may  be  a  mark  of  individuality,  it  does  not  appear  to  be  conducive  to  being 
seen  as  a  transformational  or  transactional  leader  by  subordinates.  This  is 
somewhat  consistent  with  the  correlation  between  leadership  and  not  feeling 
that  one  wins  friends  easily  (Table  8).  Those  who  tend  to  feel 
overconfident  or  who  are  less  sensitive  are  perceived  as  less 
transformational  and  less  transactional.  It  is  also  consistent  with  the 
positive  correlation  between  emotional  coping  and  thinking/feeling  (Table 
4).  Thinking  types,  who  make  decisions  based  on  facts  rather  than  people's 


feelings,  score  higher  on  emotional  coping  and  are  perceived  as  less 
transactional  and  less  transformational. 

Correlations  among  predictors  and  superiors '  perceptions  of 
transformational  and  transactional  leadership  present  a  very  different 
picture.  Behavioral  coping,  negative  thinking,  naive  optimism,  conformity, 
and  thinking/ feeling  correlated  significantly  with  superiors'  perceptions  of 
both  transactional  and  transformational  leadership.  Midshipmen  leaders  as 
perceived  by  superiors  tended  to  be  action-oriented,  positive  thinking,  and 
feeling  types  who  were  conforming.  Only  "feeling  type"  correlated  with 
transformational  and  transactional  leadership  perceptions  of  both 
subordinates  and  superiors. 


Insert  Table  9  about  here 


Combined  Scales  Regression  Results 

To  better  \mderstand  the  predictors  of  leadership,  regression  analyses 
were  performed  using  transactional  and  transformational  leadership  as 
separate  dependent  variables.  Based  on  the  previously  cited  literature,  the 
hypothesized  list  of  predictors  included  boldness,  warmth,  intelligence, 
self-discipline,  conformity,  extraversion/ introvers ion,  thinking/feeling, 
sensing/ intuiting,  varsity  sports,  behavioral  coping,  and  emotional  coping. 
Because  of  potential  multicolinearity  problems  identified  from  correlational 
analyses,  boldness,  self-discipline,  and  extraversion/ introvers ion  were 
dropped  from  the  regression  analyses.  These  predictors  also  had  the  lowest 
correlations  with  the  criterion  measures. 


Four  separate  hierarchical  regression  analyses  were  performed  using  the 
remaining  eight  predictors  of  transformational  and  transactional  leadership 


as  perceived  by  superiors  and  subordinates  of  the  focal  midshipmen. 
Independent  variables  were  entered  in  sets,  with  thinking  styles  (behavioral 
and  emotional  coping)  first,  personality  traits  (warmth,  intelligence,  and 
conformity)  second,  psychological  type  (sensing/ intuiting  and  thinking/ 
feeling)  third,  and  experience  in  varsity  sports  last.  The  rationale  for 
entering  variables  in  this  order  was  to  capture  their  development  in  an 
individual.  It  was  reasoned  that  an  individual's  thinking  style  develops 
early,  traits  appear,  then  preferences  emerge,  and  finally  experiences 
occur.  Alternative  orders  for  the  variables  could  be  easily  rationalized. 
However,  because  interest  was  in  the  total  (rather  than  additive)  predictive 
power  of  these  variables,  the  grouping  of  predictors  into  sets  was  more 
important  than  the  actual  order  in  which  the  sets  of  predictors  were  entered 
into  the  regression  equations. 

The  regression  results  presented  in  Table  10  indicate  that  these 
predictors  accounted  for  28%  of  the  variance  in  subordinates '  perceptions  of 
transformational  leadership  of  midshipmen  readers.  The  multiple  R  of  .526 
was  significant  (p<.005).  The  best,  non-redundant  predictors  were 
intelligence  and  varsity  sports  (standardized  betas  of  .223  and. 310, 
respectively).  The  standardized  beta  (-.207)  for  thinking/feeling 
approached  significance  (p  =  .08). 

Insert  Table  10  about  here 

The  regression  results  predicting  superior's  reports  of 
transfotinational  leadership  of  midshipmen  leaders  are  presented  in  Table  11. 
The  regression  equation  was  not  significant  beyond  the  first  step  in  which 
behavioral  coping  and  emotional  coping  accounted  for  10%  of  the  variance 
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(multiple  R  =  .322).  The  standardized  beta  (-.248)  for  thinking/feeling 
approached  significance  (p  =  .08). 


Insert  Table  11  about  here 


As  shown  in  Table  12,  subordinates '  reports  of  transactional  leadership 
of  midshipmen  leaders  were  also  predicted  significantly  (multiple  R  =  .572, 
p<.01)  by  the  independent  variables.  The  predictors  in  this  analysis  were 
similar  to  those  predicting  transformational  leadership  as  perceived  by 
subordinates.  The  best  predictors  were  intelligence,  varsity  sports,  and 
thinking/ feeling . 


Insert  Table  12  about  here 


The  predictors  of  superiors'  reports  of  transactional  leadership  of 
midshipmen  leaders  are  presented  in  Table  13.  The  regression  equation  was 
not  significant  beyond  the  third  step.  Varsity  sports  entered  on  the  last 
step  did  nothing  to  improve  the  prediction  of  transactional  leadership  as 
perceived  by  superiors,  and  in  fact,  reduced  the  statistical  significance  of 
the  equation.  Both  behavioral  coping  (standardized  beta  =  .256,  p  =  .11) 
and  thinking/feeling  (standardized  beta  =  -.296,  p  =  .04)  contributed  to  the 
prediction,  and  at  the  end  of  the  third  step,  accounted  for  24%  of  the 
variance. 


Insert  Table  13  about  here 


In  summary,  results  indicated  that  a  number  of  significant 


relationships  existed  between  personal  attributes  and  transformational  and 
transactional  leadership  as  rated  by  superiors  and  subordinates  of 
midshipmen  leaders.  These  correlations  and  regression  results  are 
particularly  noteworthy  because  leadership  was  evaluated  by  subordinates  and 
superiors  while  personal  attribute  data  came  from  the  focal  leaders.  Thus, 
there  was  no  same-source  (common-method)  bias  present  in  these  results.  Of 
additional  interest  are  the  similar  patterns  of  predictors  for  transactional 
and  transformational  leadership  when  evaluated  by  the  same  rater,  yet  the 
differing  patterns  of  predictors  between  rater  groups  (superiors  versus 
subordinates) . 

Discussion 

The  results  from  this  study  suggest  that  personal  attributes  are 
related  to  the  way  an  individual  is  perceived  as  a  leader.  Thinking  styles, 
personality  traits,  psychological  type,  and  experiences  in  varsity  athletics 
each  had  components  relevant  to  leadership. 

Thinking  Style 

While  thinking  styles  were  related  to  both  transactional  and 
transformational  leadership  as  seen  by  both  superiors  and  subordinates, 
leadership  was  not  always  associated  with  constructive  thinking.  In  some 
cases,  thinking  referred  to  as  coxxnter-productive  (Epstein  &  Meier,  undated) 
was  predictive  of  leadership.  Emotional  coping,  which  was  hypothesized  to 
be  positively  related  to  leadership,  was  in  fact  negatively  related  to 
leadership  as  perceived  by  subordinates  and  unrelated  to  leadership  as 
perceived  by  superiors.  Close  examination  of  the  emotional  coping  scale 
revealed  an  insensitivity  to  others'  opinions,  and  perhaps,  a  "cocky"  or 
arrogant  feature.  Scoring  high  on  emotional  coping  means  an  individual  is 
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not  overly  sensitive  to  what  others  think--but  at  some  point  "not  overly" 
appears  to  become  "not  sufficiently."  Kenny  and  Zaccaro  (1983)  estimated 
that  between  49%  and  82%  of  leadership  variance  can  be  attributed  to  stable 
characteristics  which  may  involve  the  ability  to  perceive  the  needs  and 
goals  of  subordinates.  If  subordinates'  opinions  are  of  little  interest  to 
a  leader,  their  needs  and  goals  may  also  be  unimportant. 

The  counter-productive  thinking  style,  naive  optimism,  was  positively 
correlated  with  superiors'  perceptions  of  leadership.  Perhaps  superiors  see 
this  naive  optimism  as  a  "can-do"  spirit.  Negative  thinking  was  negatively 
correlated  with  leadership  supporting  the  contention  that  superiors  see 
leadership  behaviors  in  those  who  are  positive  thinkers  (perhaps  to  the 
point  of  being  naive  or  unrealistic  at  times). 

Superiors'  perceptions  of  leadership  also  were  correlated  with  high 
scores  on  behavioral  coping.  Behavioral  coping  is  an  action-oriented, 
organized,  not  easily  frustrated  type  of  thinking  style.  This  too  is 
consistent  with  positive  thinking  and  "can-do"  attitudes.  In  general, 
therefore,  subordinates'  and  superiors'  perceptions  of  leadership  had  very 
different  patterns  of  thinking  style  correlates. 

Traits 

Warmth,  intelligence,  boldness,  conformity,  and  self-discipline  were 
suggested  in  the  literature  as  correlates  of  leadership.  Intelligence 
correlated  with  subordinates'  perceptions  and  conformity  and  self-discipline 
correlated  with  superiors'  perceptions.  Neither  warmth  nor  boldness 
correlated  with  leadership. 

Fiedler  and  Leister  (1977)  would  predict  that  intelligence  would  be 
related  to  leader  performance  when  stress  was  low  and  the  leader  was 
motivated  to  lead.  Both  conditions  existed  for  the  squad  leaders  in  this 
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study.  While  stress  is  high  for  the  subordinates,  the  stress  on  squad 
leaders  is  relatively  low.  They  are  in  charge  and  motivated  to  be  good 
leaders . 

The  correlations  between  superiors'  perceptions  of  leadership  and 
conformity  and  self-discipline  on  the  part  of  leaders  support  the  assertion 
that  subordinates  and  superiors  perceive  leadership  quite  differently. 

While  the  overall  inter-rater  correlations  between  subordinates'  and 
superiors'  perceptions  of  leadership  were  significant  (ranging  from  .24  to 
.35),  predictors  which  were  associated  with  subordinates'  as  compared  to 
superiors'  perceptions  of  leadership  differed.  Superiors  tended  to  see 
those  who  endorse  high  levels  of  conformity  and  self-discipline  as  leaders. 
These  appear  to  be  characteristics  of  effective  followers  as  well  as 
effective  leaders.  The  thinking  styles  related  to  superiors'  perceptions  of 
leadership,  optimism  and  action-orientation,  also  support  the  suggestion 
that  superiors  really  value  characteristics  of  effective  followers,  and 
perhaps,  what  they  are  evaluating  as  leadership  is  really  "good 
followership."  This  fits  conceptually  with  the  roles  held  at  each  level. 

Squad  leaders  are  often  evaluated  by  superiors  on  their  abilities  to  accept 
and  carry  out  responsibilities.  It  appears  that  when  superiors  are  rating 
leadership  their  perceptions  are  influenced  by  the  individual's  success  as  a 
subordinate. 

The  lack  of  relationship  between  warmth  and  leadership  may  be  partially 
explained  by  the  unique  leadership  situation  studied.  Plebe  Summer  squad 
leaders  are  supposed  to  be  strict  and  tough  on  the  plebes.  They  are 
indoctrinating  "undisciplined"  civilians  into  a  highly  structured  military 
culture.  Warmth  may  be  suppressed  in  these  leaders.  The  hypothesis  that 
transactional  leaders  would  score  higher  on  warmth  than  transformational 
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leaders  was  not  supported. 

The  low  correlations  between  boldness  and  leadership  were  surprising 
and  are  not  easy  to  explain.  Energetic,  adventuresome,  quick  decision¬ 
makers  were  expected  to  describe  Plebe  Summer  leaders,  but  data  did  not 
support  this  assertion.  Perhaps  future  research  will  shed  additional  light 
on  this  unexpected  finding. 

Hollenbeck,  Brief,  Whitener,  and  Pauli  (1988)  discuss  the  uses  of 
combining  personality  and  aptitude  assessment  in  personnel  selection.  In 
their  study,  measures  of  self-esteem  interacted  with  aptitude  to  predict 
performance  of  salesmen;  locus  of  control  interacted  with  aptitude  to 
predict  performance  of  college  students.  Future  research  may  want  to 
address  the  possible  interactions  between  the  aptitude  selectors  already 
being  used  at  USNA  and  personality/thinking  variables  used  in  this  study. 
Perhaps  scholastic  aptitudes  are  predictive  of  leadership  if  certain 
motivational  moderators  are  considered. 

Psychological  Type 

Feeling  types  as  measured  by  the  MBTI  were  more  likely  to  be  seen  as 
transactional  and  transformational  leaders  by  both  subordinates  and 
superiors.  Feeling  types  base  judgments  and  decisions  on  personal  values 
and  other  people's  feelings  as  opposed  to  thinking  types  who  are  more 
influenced  by  logic  and  objective  facts.  This  relationship  supported  the 
hypothesis  concerning  thinking/feeling. 

The  midshipmen  population  is  approximately  25%  feeling  types  and  75% 
thinking  types.  While  these  percentages  are  consistent  with  other  military 
populations  studied,  they  are  much  lower  than  the  proportion  of  feeling 
types  in  the  general  population  (Myers  &  McCaulley,  1986).  It  is  also  the 
case  that  feeling  types  at  USNA  are  almost  twice  as  likely  to  voluntarily 
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resign  as  thinking  types.  While  thinking  types  may  have  an  advantage  in 
terms  of  the  academic  requirements  at  USNA,  they  may  have  a  disadvantage  in 
terms  of  becoming  transformational  and  transactional  leaders. 

While  sensing/intuiting  did  not  predict  a  significant,  unique  portion 
of  leadership  variance  in  the  regression  equations,  it  was  correlated  (r  = 

.17,  p  =  .07)  with  subordinates'  perceptions  of  transformational 
leadership.  Extraversion,  however,  was  not  related  to  leadership  behavior 
as  was  hypothesized.  Those  who  work  with  the  MBTI  (Roush,  1989)  contend 
that  because  introverts  must  deal  with  the  external  world  to  function  in 
society,  they  often  develop  extraverted  skills  even  though  it  is  not  their 
preference.  It  is  also  possible,  given  the  lack  of  relationship  with  the 
personality  trait  boldness,  that  outgoing,  adventurous  individuals  are  not 
necessarily  any  more  likely  to  behave  as  leaders  than  their  shy,  less 
adventurous  counterparts . 

Experience~Varsitv  Sports 

Experience  as  a  varsity  athlete  correlated  positively  with  leadership 
as  perceived  by  subordinates  but  was  not  related  to  leadership  as  perceived 
by  superiors.  This  positive  finding  from  subordinates  is  not  likely  due  to 
halo.  As  suggested  in  an  earlier  report  (Atwater  &  Yammarino,  1989), 
varsity  athletes  are  resented  somewhat  by  their  peers  at  USNA  because  their 
athletic  status  "gets  them  out  of  a  lot"  (military  drill,  watchstanding, 
etc.).  The  subordinates  in  this  sample  were  also  very  new  to  USNA  and 
probably  were  unaware  of  their  squad  leader's  athletic  activities  during  the 
previous  two  to  three  years. 

Discussions  with  athletes  did  reveal,  however,  that  they  believe  that 


varsity  athletics  teach  them  about  teamwork,  cooperation,  consideration  for 
others,  and  putting  the  team  before  themselves  --  all  qualities  of  a 
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transformational  leader.  Those  involved  with  recruiting  USNA  varsity 
athletes  have  asserted  for  years  that  athletics  are  beneficial  for  future 
Naval  Officers.  Although  individuals  who  are  involved  in  making  admission 
decisions  weight  candidates'  athletic  experience  positively,  there  has  never 
been  any  solid  data  to  support  these  feelings.  Some  evidence  for  the 
importance  of  athletics,  however,  has  been  presented  in  this  study. 
Vocational  Interests 

The  results  from  the  SCII  are  tentative.  The  correlations  do  suggest 
that  there  may  be  some  merit  in  future  scale  development  using  these  items. 
It  would  be  of  interest  in  future  work  to  develop  and  cross-validate 
leadership  potential  scales  to  see  if  subsequent  leadership  performance 
could  be  predicted  similar  to  the  way  the  SCII  scales  are  currently  used  to 
predict  academic  and  career  interests.  It  would  also  be  of  interest  to 
apply  the  scale  used  by  Nash  (1965)  to  predict  managerial  effectiveness  to  a 
larger  sample  of  leaders. 

Regression  Analyses 

Most  of  the  individual  predictors  have  been  discussed  in  the  previous 
sections.  It  is  noteworthy,  however,  that  a  nxjmber  of  the  hypothesized 
predictors  significantly  predicted  transactional  and  transformational 
leadership  as  perceived  by  subordinates  and  did  quite  well  predicting 
transactional  leadership  as  rated  by  superiors.  The  fact  that  subordinates' 
perceptions  were  explained  better  by  the  predictors  than  superiors' 
perceptions  was  probably  due  in  part  to  subordinates'  intense  experiences 
with  the  focal  leaders. 

Similarities  existed  in  the  predictors  of  both  transactional  and 
transformational  leadership  for  each  rater  group.  If,  as  Waldman,  Bass,  and 
Yammarino  (1988)  suggest,  transformational  leadership  builds  upon 
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transactional  leadership,  it  is  not  surprising  that  the  same  variables  that 
predict  one  form  of  leadership  would  predict  the  other. 

Conclusions 

In  general,  the  results  from  this  study  lend  support  to  the  notion  that 
personal  attributes  are  potential  predictors  of  subsequent  leadership. 

Future  work  needs  to  replicate  the  usefulness  of  these  predictors  in  a 
larger  sample  of  midshipmen,  as  well  as  in  the  Navy  fleet,  and  eventually  in 
settings  outside  the  military.  At  this  point,  the  potential  usefulness  of 
thinking  styles,  personality  traits,  psychological  type,  and  experiences  in 
athletics  in  predicting  leadership  has  been  demonstrated. 

Of  particular  importance  in  future  analyses  is  a  test  of  the 
hypothesis  suggested  here  that  superiors  and  subordinates  attend  to 
different  attributes  in  assessing  leadership.  If  this  finding  is 
replicated,  the  idea  that  either  superiors  or  subordinates  ratings  can  be 
used  interchangeably  is  certainly  questionable.  It  also  may  provide  insight 
as  to  why  earlier  findings  regarding  predictors  of  leadership  were 
inconsistent.  Not  only  are  leadership  criterion  measures  and  methods 
important,  when  observations  or  ratings  of  leadership  are  being  used,  the 
rating  source  must  be  considered.  The  value  of  predictors  differ  depending 
on  who  is  assessing  the  leadership.  Priorities  associated  with  roles  and 
hierarchical  levels  of  raters  may  greatly  influence  what  personal  attributes 
are  seen  as  predictive  of  leadership. 

In  addition,  if  superiors  are  assessing  subordinates'  leadership 
skills  (which  very  often  is  the  case  in  perfoinnance  evaluation  systems)  and 
they  are  heavily  influenced  by  the  degree  to  which  that  individual  is  a 
"good  follower,"  ultimately  those  promoted  to  the  highest  levels  in  an 
organization  will  be  the  best  followers,  not  the  best  leaders.  In  summary. 


the  current  research  has  shed  new  light  on  the  issue  of  leader  selection  and 
the  merits  of  personal  attributes  in  that  pursuit.  Additional  research  must 
be  completed  before  concrete  selection  recommendations  are  made. 
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Intercorrelations  of  Thinking  Styles  (CTI)  Scales 


Intercorrelations  of  Personality  Variables 


Table  3 


Intercorrelations 

of  MBTI 

Scales 

MBTI 

M 

SD 

E/I 

S/N 

T/F 

Extraversion/Introversion  (E/I) 

1.6 

.50 

Sensing/Intuiting  (S/N) 

1.7 

.44 

-.02 

Thinking/Feeling  (T/F) 

1.8 

.40 

.02 

.02 

Judging/ Perceiving  (J/P) 

1.7 

.45 

-.06 

.38 

.00 

Note:  N  =  105;  r  >  .19,  p  <  .05. 


Table  4 


Correlations  Among  MBTI  and  Thinking  Styles  Scales 


Thinking  Styles  (CTI) 

MBTI 

E/I 

S/N 

T/F 

J/P 

Emotional  Coping 

.09 

-.08 

.38 

.03 

Behavioral  Coping 

.24 

.08 

-.02 

.02 

Categorical  Thinking 

-.16 

-.08 

.05 

-.07 

Superstitious  Thinking 

-.21 

-.13 

.06 

-.10 

Naive  Optimism 

.11 

-.12 

-.17 

-.08 

Negative  Thinking 

-.21 

-.19 

.10 

-.10 

Note;  N  =  74;  r  >  .21,  -p  S  .05. 


Correlations  Among  Personality  Variables,  Thinking  Styles,  and  MBTI  Scores 
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Table  6 


Correlations  of  Personal  Attributes  With  Varsity  Sports  Played 


Thinking  Styles  (CTI)  (N  =  74) 


Varsity  Sports  Played 


Emotional  Coping  -.13 

Behavorial  Coping  .21* 

Categorical  Thinking  -.16 

Superstitious  Thinking  -.24* 

Naive  Optimism  -.01 

Negatiye  Thinking  -.18 


Personality  Traits  (16PF)  (N  =  105) 


Warmth  -.15 

Intelligence  -.06 

Emotional  Stability  .07 

Dominance  . 08 

Impulsivity  -.02 

Conformity  -.24* 

Boldness  .02 

Sensitivity  -.16 

Suspiciousness  .12 

Imagination  -.15 

Shrewdness  .12 

Insecurity  .05 

Radicalism  -.03 

Self-Sufficiency  -.13 

Self-Discipline  .00 

Tension  .02 


MBTI  Scores  (N  =  105) 


Extraversion/ Intro  ^  .00 
Sensing/Intuiting  .11 
Thinking/Feeling  . 15 
Judging/ Perceiving  -.02 


*  p  <  .05. 


Table  7 

Intercorrelations  Among  MLQ  Leadership  Measures  Based  on  Subordinates'  and  Superiors'  Responses 
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Note:  Superiors'  perceptions  appear  in  parentheses  below  corresponding  subordinates'  perceptions. 


Table  8 


Significant  Correlations  Among  Selected 


Strong-Campbell  (SCII)  Items  and  Leadership 

Scales 

Subordinate  Perceptions 

Superior 

Perceptions 

Trans-  Trans¬ 
actional  fomational 

Trans¬ 

actional 

Trans¬ 

formational 

Occupations 


1 

Actor/Actress 

6 

Artist 

-.18 

-.20 

11 

Author  of  children's 

books 

14 

Auto  mechanic 

.19 

.29 

.25 

21 

Building  contractor 

.17 

.22 

.20 

28 

Children's  clothes 

designer 

35 

Corporation  Lawyer 

38 

Criminal  lawyer 

40 

Dental  assistant 

.17 

62 

Housekeeper 

-.19 

68 

Jet  pilot 

No  Variance 

69 

Judge 

73 

Librarian 

.16 

77 

Manager ,  Chamber 

of  Commerce 

82 

Military  officer 

No  Variance 

87 

Nurse's  Aide 

.22 

.20 

92 

Pharmacist 

.18 

.17 

96 

Poet 

.17 

00 

98 

Politician 

100 

Professional 

athlete 

No  Variance 

113 

Sculptor 

.17 

School  Subjects 

147  Home  Economics 

158  Physical  Education 

159  Physics 

162  Psychology 

163  Public  Speaking 

Activities 
168  Making  a  speech 
170  Repairing  a  clock 
179  Raising  flowers 
&  vegetables 

183  Meeting  and 

directing  people 

184  Taking 

responsibility 

185  Sewing 


No  Variance 
No  Variance 


.16  .17 

.17 
-.19 


No  Variance 


.24 


.22 


Table  8  (continued) 


Subordinate  Perceptions 


Superior  Perceptions 


Trans-  Trans-  Trans-  Trans¬ 
actional  formational  actional  formational 


Activities  (continued) 

189  Decorating  a  room 
of  flowers 

191  Drilling  soldiers  .17  .23 

192  Pursuing  bandits  in 

a  sheriff's  posse  .20  .17 

200  Being  a  forest  ranger 

Amusements 


225  Bridge 

226  Solving  mechanical 


puzzles 

.17 

.19 

.17 

235  Leading  a  scout 

troop 

.16 

240  Sports  page  in 

.18 

newspaper 

242  Skiing 

252  Playing  chess 

No  Variance 

.29 

Types  of  People 

260  Military  officers 

263  Ballet  dancers 

265  People  who  assume 

No  Variance 

leadership 

267  Aggressive  people 
272  People  who  have 

made  fortunes  in 
business 

275  Outspoken  people  of 
new  ideas 

277  Prominent  business 

leaders  -.28  -.28  -.17 

278  Athletic  persons 

Preferences  Between 
Activities 


282  Airline  pilot/ 

airline  ticket  agent 


No  Variance 


Table  8  (continued) 


Subordinate 

Perceptions 

Superior  Perceptions 

Trans¬ 

actional 

Trans¬ 

formational 

Trans-  Trans¬ 
actional  formational 

Preferences  Between 

Activities  (continued) 

287  Doing  a  job  yourself 

/telling  somebody  else 
to  do  the  job 

288  Dealing  with  things 
/dealing  with  people 

.30 

.27 

Your  Characteristics 

312  Usually  start 

activities  of  my  group 

313  Have  more  than  my  share  of 

novel  ideas 

314  Win  friends  easily 

320  Stimulate  the  ambitions  of 
my  associates 

324  Put  drive  into  an 
organization 

.25 

.24 

-.32  -.28 

.16 

Note:  N  =  105;  *  p  <  .10. 


Table  9 


Significant  Correlations  Among  Predictors  and  Leadership  Variables 


Subordinate  Perceptions 

Superior 

Perceptions 

Trans- 

Trans- 

Trans- 

Trans- 

formational 

actional 

formational 

actional 

Thinking  Styles^ 
Emotional  Coping 
Behavioral  Coping 

- .  25** 

- .  32** 

.22* 

.28* 

Catagorical  Thinking 
Superstitious  Thinking 

-.20* 

Naive  Optimum 

.22* 

.23* 

Negative  Thinking 

-.26* 

- .  33* 

Personality  Traits^ 
Warmth 

Intelligence 

Emotional  Stability 
Dominance 

.20* 

.23** 

Impulsivity 

Conformity 

Boldness 

.22* 

.26** 

Sensitivity 

Suspiciousness 

Imagnination 

Shrewdness 

Insecurity 

Radicalism 

Self-Sufficiency 

Self-Discipline 

Tension 

.24** 

MBTI  Scores^ 

Extraver s ion/ Intro 
Sensing/ Intuiting 
Thinking/Feeling 
Judging/ Perceiving 

-.29** 

-.35** 

-.30** 

-.30* 

Experience^ 

Varsity  Sports 

.30** 

.34** 

=  7A 
=  105 
*  p  <  .05 

**  p  <  .01 


Table  10 


Regression  Equation  Predicting  Subordinate 
Perceptions  of  Transformational  Leadership 


Hier¬ 

archical 

Step  Predictors 

r 

Std. 

Beta 

Multiple 

R 

r2 

Change 

r2 

(1) 

(CTI)  Behavioral  Coping 

.07 

.050 

(1) 

(CTI)  Emotional  Coping 

-.25* 

-.133 

.329* 

.11 

.11 

(2) 

(16PF)  Warmth 

.12 

.126 

(2) 

(16PF)  Intelligence 

.20* 

.223* 

(2) 

(16PF)  Conformity 

-.03 

.044 

.400* 

.16 

.05 

(3) 

(MBTI)  Sensing/Intuiting 

.17* 

.160 

(3) 

(MBTI)  Thinking/Feeling 

-.29** 

-.207 

.450* 

.20 

.04 

(4) 

Varsity  Sports 

.30** 

.310** 

.526** 

.28 

.08 

Total 

.526** 

.28 

*p  <  .05 

**p  <  .01 


Table  11 


Regression  Equation  Predicting  Superior 
Perceptions  of  Transformational  Leadership 


Hier¬ 

archical 

Step  Predictors 

r 

Std. 

Beta 

Multiple 

R 

r2 

Change 

r2 

(1) 

(CTI)  Behavioral  Coping 

-.10 

.273 

(1) 

(CTI)  Emotional  Coping 

.22* 

-.162 

.322* 

.  10 

.10 

(2) 

(16PF)  Warmth 

.02 

-.029 

(2) 

(16PF)  Intelligence 

.07 

.095 

(2) 

(16PF)  Conformity 

.22* 

.199 

.387 

.15 

.05 

(3) 

(MBTI)  Sensing/Intuiting 

.06 

.002 

(3) 

(MBTI)  Thinking/Feeling 

-.30** 

-.248 

.477 

.20 

.05 

(4) 

Varsity  Sports 

.03 

-.025 

.477 

.20 

.00 

Total 

.477 

.20 

(p  =  .12) 

*p  <  .05 

**p  <  .01 


Table  12 


Regression  Equation  Prediction  Subordinate 
Perceptions  of  Transactional  Leadership 


Hier¬ 

archical 

Step  Predictors 

r 

Std. 

Beta 

Multiple 

R 

r2 

Change 

r2 

(1) 

(CTI)  Behavioral  Coping 

-.01 

.013 

(1) 

(CTI)  Emotional  Coping 

- . 32** 

-.154 

.360** 

.13 

.13 

(2) 

(16PF)  Warmth 

.07 

.085 

(2) 

(16PF)  Intelligence 

.23** 

.243* 

(2) 

(16PF)  Conformity 

-.14 

-.044 

.445** 

.20 

.07 

(3) 

(MBTI)  Sensing/Intuiting 

.10 

.122 

(3) 

(KBTI)  Thinking/Feeling 

-.35** 

-.259* 

.501** 

.25 

.05 

(4) 

Varsity  Sports 

.34** 

.315** 

.572** 

.33 

.08 

Total 

.572** 

.33 

*p  <  .05 

**p  <  .01 


Table  13 


Regression  Equation  Predicting  Superior 
Perceptions  of  Transactional  Leadership 


Hier¬ 

archical 

Std. 

Multiple 

Change 

Step 

Predictors 

r 

Beta 

R 

r2 

r2 

(1) 

(CTI)  Behavioral  Coping 

.28** 

.256 

(1) 

(CTI)  Emotional  Coping 

-.02 

-.042 

.327* 

.11 

.11 

(2) 

(16PF)  Warmth 

.08 

.022 

(2) 

(16PF)  Intelligence 

.07 

.105 

(2) 

(16PF)  Conformity 

-.26** 

.227 

.410 

.17 

.06 

(3) 

(MBTI)  Sensing/Intuiting 

.13 

.070 

(3) 

(MBTI)  Thinking/Feeling 

-.30** 

-.296* 

.489* 

.24 

.07 

(4) 

Varsity  Sports 

.02 

-.002 

.489 

.24 

.00 

Total 

.489 

.24 

(p  =  .06) 

*p  <  .05 

**p  <  .01 


Distribution  List  for  Manpower,  Personnel,  and  Training  Programs  Reports 


Director  Research  Programs 
Office  of  Naval  Research  (Code  11) 
Arlington,  VA  22217-5000 

Chairman,  MPT  R&D  Comiiuttee 
Office  of  the  Chief  of  Naval  Research 
Code  222 

Arlington,  VA  22217-5000 

Program  Manager,  Statistics  and 
Probability  (Code  llllSP) 

Office  of  Naval  Research 
Arlington,  VA  22217-5000 

Director,  Life  Sciences  (Code  114) 
Office  of  Naval  Research 
Arlington,  V A  22217-5000 

Director,  Cognitive  tc  Neural  Sciences 
(Code  1142) 

Office  of  Naval  Research 
Arlington,  VA  22217-5000 

Cognitive  Science  (Code  1142CS) 
Office  of  Naval  Research 
Arlington,  VA  22217-5000 

Perceptual  Science  (Code  IMTPS) 
Office  of  Naval  Research 
Arlington,  VA  22217-5000 

Biological  Intelligence  (Code  1  i42BI) 
Office  of  Naval  Research 
Arlington,  VA  22217-5000 

Director,  Applied  Research 
Division  (Code  121) 

Office  of  the  Chief  of  Naval  Research 
Arlington,  VA  22217-5000 

Defense  Technical  Information  Center 
DnC/DDA-2 

Cameron  Station,  Building  5 
Alexandria,  VA  22314  (12  copies) 

Science  and  Technology  Division 
Library  of  Congress 
Washington,  EC  20540 


Office  of  the  Deputy  Assistant  Secretary 
of  the  Navy  (Manpower  &  Reserve  Affairs) 
5D8(X),  The  Pentagon 
Washington,  DC  20350-1000 

Assistant  for  Long  Range  Requirements 
CNO  Executive  Panel  (Op-OOK) 

4401  Ford  Avenue 
Alexandria,  VA  22302-0268 

Head,  Manpower,  Persormel,  and 

Training  Branch 

Office  of  the  CNO  (Op-813) 

4A478,  The  Pentagon 
Washington,  DC  20350-1000 

Assistant  for  Manpower  and  Training 
Office  of  the  CT^O  (Op-987H) 

5D772,  The  Pentagon 
Washington,  DC  20350 

Assistant  for  Planning  and  Technology 
Development 

Office  of  the  DCNCKMPT)  (Op-01B2) 
Department  of  the  Navy 
Washington,  DC  20350-2000 

Deputy  Director  Total  Force  Training 
and  Education  Division 
Office  of  the  DCNO(MPT)  (Op-llB) 
Department  of  the  Navy 
Washington,  DC  20370-2000 

Assistant  for  Training  Technology  and 
Human  Factors 

Office  of  the  DCNO(MPT)  (Op-llBl) 
Department  of  the  Navy 
Washington,  DC  20350-2000 

Deputy  Director  Military  Personnel 
Policy  Division 

Office  of  the  DCNO(MPD  (Op-13B) 
Department  of  the  Navy 
Washington,  DC  20370-20(X) 

Head,  Military  Compeitsation  Policy  Branch 
Office  of  the  DCNO(MPT)  (Op-134) 
Department  of  the  Navy 
Washington,  DC  20370-2000 


Conunanding  Officer 
Naval  Research  Laboratory 
Code  2627 

Washington,  DC  20375 


Director,  Navy  Family  Support  Program  Office 
of  the  DCNCXMPD  (Op-156) 

1300  Wilson  Boulevard,  Room  828 
Arlington,  VA  22209 

Headquarters  U^.  Marine  Corps 
Code  MA 

Washington,  DC  20380-0001 

Head,  Leadership  Branch 
Naval  Military  Persormel  Command 
Attn:  LCDR  E.  Marits,  NMPC-621 
Department  of  the  Navy 
Washington,  DC  20370-5620 

Director,  Recreational  Services  Department 
Naval  Military  Personnel  Command  (N-651C) 
1300  Wilson  ^ulevard.  Room  932 
Arlington,  VA  22209 

Deputy  Director  Manpower,  Personnel 
and  Training  Division 
Naval  Sea  Systems  Command 
Attn:  CodeCEL-MP63 
Washington,  DC  20362 

Director,  Research  &  Analysis  Division 
Navy  Recruiting  Command  (Code  223) 

4015  Wilson  Boulevard,  Room  215 
Arlington,  VA  22203-1991 

Naval  School  of  Health  Sciences 
National  Naval  Medical  Center  (Bldg.  141) 
Washington,  DC  20814-5033 
Attn:  CDR  J.  M.  LaRocco 

Technical  Director 

Naval  Health  Research  Center 

P.O.  Box  85122 

San  Diego,  CA  92138-9174 

Deputy  Elirector,  R&D  Department 
Naval  Training  Systems  Center  (Code  7A) 
12350  Research  Parkway 
Orlando,  FL  32826-3224 
Attn:  Dr.  David  E.  Daniel 

Head,  Human  Factors  Laboratory 
Naval  Training  Systems  Center  (Code  71) 

12350  Research  Parkway 
Orlando,  FL  32826-3224 


Human  Factors  Division  (Code  712) 

Naval  Training  Systems  Center 
12350  Research  Parkway 
Orlando,  FL  32826-3224 
Attn:  Dr.  Edriardo  Salas 

Commanding  Officer 
Navy  Persormel  R&D  Center 
San  Diego,  92152-6800 

Technical  Director 
NPRDC(Code01> 

San  Diego,  CA  92152-6800 

Head,  Fleet  Liaison  Department 
NPRDC(Code03) 

San  Diego,  CA  92152-6800 

Head,  Trairung  Technology  Department 
NPRDC(Codel5) 

San  Diego,  CA  92152-6800 

Head,  Training  Systems  Department 
NPRDC  (Code  14) 

San  Diego,  CA  92152-6800 

Head,  Manpower  Systems  Department 
NPRDC  (Code  11) 

San  Diego,  CA  92152-6800 

Head,  Persormel  Systems  Department 
NPRDC  (Code  12) 

San  Diego,  CA  92152-6800 

Head,  Testing  Systems  Department 
NPRDC  (Code  13) 

San  Diego,  CA  92152-6800 

Naval  Ocean  Systems  Center 
Command  Support  Technology  Division 
Attn:  Mr.  Jeffrey  Grossman,  Code  4402 
Bldg.  334 

San  Diego,  CA  92152-5000 

Chairman,  Department  of  Adnmustrative 
Sciences  (Code  54) 

Naval  Postgraduate  School 
Monterey,  CA  93943-5100 

Chairman,  Department  of  Operations 
Research  (Code  55) 

Naval  Postgraduate  School 
Monterey,  CA  93943-5100 


Director,  Instructional  Development  and 
Educational  Program  Support  Department 
Naval  Education  and  Training  Program 
Management  Support  Activity  (NETPMSA) 
Pensacola,  FL  32509 

Academic  Programs  and  Research  Branch 
Naval  Techiucai  Training  Command 
CodeN-625 
NAS  Memphis  (75) 

Millington,  TN  38054 

Assistant  for  Training  and 
Personnel  Technology 
Office  of  the  Under  Secretary  of 
Defense  for  Research  and  Engineering 
3D129,  The  Pentagon 
Washington,  DC  20301-3080 

Director,  Defense  Personnel  Security 
Research  and  Education  Center 
Suite  E,  Building  455 
99  Pacific  Street 
Monterey,  CA  93940-2481 

Personnel  Analysis  Division 
AF/DPXA 
5C360,  The  Pentagon 
Washington,  DC  20330 

Technical  Director 
U,S.  Army  Research  Institute  for  the 
Behavioral  and  Social  Sciences 
5(X)1  Eisenhower  Avenue 
Alexandria,  VA  22333-5600 

Director,  Manpower  Program 
Center  for  Naval  Analyses 
4401  Ford  Avenue 
P.O.  Box  16268 
Alexandria,  VA  22302-0268 

Technical  Director 

Air  Force  Human  Resources  Laboratory 
Brooks  Air  Force  Base,  TX  78236-5601 

Library 

Naval  Training  Systems  Center 
Orlando,  FL  32813 

Library 

Naval  War  College 
Newport,  RI  02940 


Chief,  Survey  and  Market 
Analysis  Division 
Defense  Manpower  Data  Center 
1600  Wilson  ^lulevard,  #400 
Arlington,  VA  22209 

Program  Director 

Manpower  Research  &  Advisory  Services 
Smithsonian  Institution 
801  North  Pitt  Street,  Suite  120 
Alexandria,  VA  22314-1713 

Dr.  Meg  Gerrard 
Psychology  Department 
Iowa  Slate  University 
Ames,  Iowa  50011 

Dr.  Perry  W.  Thomdyke 
FMC  Central  Engineering  Labs 
Box  580 

Santa  Clara,  CA  95052 
Dr.  T.  Govindaraj 

School  of  Industrial  &  Systems  Engineering 
Georgia  Institute  of  Technology 
Atlanta,  GA  30332-0205 

Prof.  David  W.  Johnson 
Cooperative  Learning  Center 
Univeraty  of  Miimesota 
150  Pillsbury  Drive,  S.E 
Mirmeapolis,  MN  55455 

Dr.  Walter  Schneider 

Leanung  Research  4c  Development  Center 
Uiuversity  of  Pittsburgh 
Pittsburgh,  PA  15620 

Prof.  George  A.  Miller 
Department  of  Psychology 
Princeton  Uiuversity 
Princeton,  NJ  08544 

Dr.  Jeffery  L.  Kennington 
School  of  Engineering  &  Applied  Science 
Southern  Methodist  Uiuversity 
Dallas,  TX  75275-0335 

Prof.  Clark  Qynnour 
Department  of  Philosophy 
Carnegie-MeUdn  University 
Pittsburgh,  PA  15213 


Prof.  Kent  E.  Williams 
Institute  for  Simulation  St  Training 
University  of  Central  Florida 
P.O.  Box  25000 
Orlando,  FL  32816-0544 

Prof.  Paul  Feltovich 
Southern  Illinois  University 
School  of  Medicine 
P.O.  Box  3926 
Springfield,  IL  62708 

Prof.  Thomas  G.  Bever 
Department  of  Psychology 
The  University  of  Rochester 
River  Station 
Rochester,  NY  14627 


Dr.  Lawrence  J.  Strieker 
Educational  Testing  Service 
Princeton,  NJ  08541 

Prof.  Michael  Levine 

Dept,  of  Educational  Psychology 

University  of  Illinois 

506  South  Wright  St. 

Urbana,  IL  61801 

Prof.  Patrida  A.  Carpenter 
Psychology  Department 
C^egie-Mellon  University 
Pittsburgh,  PA  15213 

Dr.  William  B.  Johnson 
Search  Technology,  Inc. 

4725  Peachtree  Corners  Circle 
Norcross,  GA  30092 


% 


